The present study examined effects of attractiveness on behavioral and event-related potential (ERP) correlates of face memory. Extending previous reports, we controlled for potential moderating effects of distinctiveness, a variable known to affect memory. Attractive and unattractive faces were selected on the basis of a rating study, and were matched for distinctiveness. In a subsequent recognition memory experiment, we found more accurate memory for unattractive relative to attractive faces. Additionally, an attractiveness effect in the early posterior negativity (EPN) during learning, with larger amplitudes for attractive than unattractive faces, correlated significantly with the magnitude of the memory advantage for unattractive faces at test. These findings establish a contribution of attractiveness to face memory over and above the well-known effect of distinctiveness. Additionally, as the EPN is typically enhanced for affective stimuli, our ERP results imply that the processing of emotionally relevant attractive faces during learning may hamper their encoding into memory.
Introduction
Attractive people profit from multiple advantages in social interactions due to their appealing looks. For instance, attractive children achieve both better marks and more attention in class (Lerner & Lerner, 1977) , and as adults, beautiful individuals are more successful in their professions and are helped more readily in dire situations (Benson, Karabenick, & Lerner, 1976; Harrell, 1978; Mims, Hartnett, & Nay, 1975) . Whereas attractiveness is thus usually considered a highly desirable attribute, it is largely unclear whether attractive people are also particularly memorable.
A number of studies examined memory for attractive and unattractive faces, with rather discrepant results. Several studies reported more accurate memory for attractive relative to unattractive faces (Cross, Cross, & Daly, 1971; Marzi & Viggiano, 2010; Zhang et al., 2011) , whereas others either found the opposite pattern (Light, Hollander, & Kayra-Stuart, 1981; Sarno & Alley, 1997) , or no difference in memory (Brigham, 1990; Wickham & Morris, 2003) . We considered that this inconsistency may be partly related to other facial characteristics which were not systematically controlled in previous research. A particularly important characteristic in this context is distinctiveness. Highly distinctive faces strongly deviate from an average or prototypical face, as they, for instance, contain unusually sized or shaped facial features (such as particularly small eyes), or unusual facial texture or coloration. By contrast, less distinctive or typical faces are perceptually closer to the prototype. Importantly, it is well known that distinctive faces are remembered particularly well (e.g., Valentine, 1991) , such that more accurate memory for either attractive or unattractive faces in previous studies may have been influenced by differences in distinctiveness in the respective sets of faces.
Most theoretical accounts on facial attractiveness suggest a systematic relationship to distinctiveness. The direction of this relation, however, is a matter of scientific debate. Initially, it had been suggested that attractive faces are 'average', and thus typical rather than distinctive. This suggestion is supported by results indicating that an average face, created by merging a number of individual faces into a single face morph, is typically rated as more attractive than the individual faces that constitute the morph (Langlois & Roggman, 1990) . Averageness per se, however, cannot fully explain why certain faces are judged as more attractive than others. For instance, DeBruine, Jones, Unger, Little, and Feinberg (2007) demonstrated that a morph across highly attractive faces was rated as more attractive than a morph across randomly chosen faces. In addition, systematic deviations from the average towards increased sexual dimorphisms (such as pronounced cheek bones in male faces) are perceived as more attractive than average characteristics (Perrett et al., 1998 
